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beyond hypothesis, it is worthy of consideration. At any rate, Resch 
deserves the thanks of all scholars for a book full of stimulating sug- 
gestions. _ _ 
5 B. Pick. 

Albany, N. Y. 



Kritisch-exegetischer Kommentar uber das Neue Testa- 
ment. Von Erich Haupt. Begriindet von H. A. W. 
Meyer. Die Gefangenschaftsbriefe. Gottingen : Vanden- 
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1897. 7.bezw. 6. Aufl. Pp. vi, 104, 212, 
259, 193. M. 6. 

This is a departure from the Meyer method by which the epistles 
gathered in this volume were treated separately by different authors. 
The departure is a gain, both for the author who has thus the privilege 
of a historical handling of the group, and for the student who thus 
secures the benefit of a historical impression of their origins and their 
interrelations. In fact, the historical motive has doubtless controlled 
the arrangement. It is a motive which is fully justified in the case ; 
for, to say the least, Colossians and Ephesians belong as critically 
together as 2 Peter and Jude, or the Pastorals. 

In this spirit the Einleitung for the group is placed at the front of 
the volume preceding the exegesis of the several letters. We wish it 
had been placed, not only after the epistles, but after a summarizing 
of the results of their exegesis, as Bornemann has done in his treat- 
ment of the two Thessalonian letters — not that we would imply that 
such a position would have guaranteed the reader a more thorough 
study of the epistles, as a basis for the criticism which is placed 
before him — Haupt is too scholarly a critic to be wanting at such a 
vital point as this ; but it would have been an object-lesson as to the 
real facts in the case, and would perhaps have influenced the reader to 
follow the same method in his use of the commentary and in his work 
with the epistles themselves. 

The order of exegetic treatment which Haupt follows is Colossians, 
Philemon, Ephesians, and Philippians ; in the Einleitung, however, 
Philemon is placed first, in order to treat as nearly together as possible 
the, on the one side, closely connected Philemon and Colossian, and, on 
the other side, the equally near related Colossian and Ephesian letters. 
Such an arrangement has its manifest advantages in the handling of 
the problems involved in the criticism. 

In this criticism Paulinity is given to Philemon and Philippians, in 
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common with the general judgment of today. In regard to Colossians 
and Ephesians, however, in view of the large doubt still laid against 
these letters, the authorship is discussed with a specially thorough- 
going care, and discussed on what amounts to the practically exclusive 
basis of the witness of the epistles themselves. The author would 
have done better, in our opinion, had he given more place and weight 
to the patristic testimony, placing it in a confirmatory way after his study 
of the documents themselves. External evidence cannot be ignored, 
though it ought not to prejudge our conclusions regarding the books 
we have in hand. Haupt, however, has largely let it go and confined 
himself to the epistles themselves. 

In the case of Colossians the study of the epistle alone is not con- 
sidered as giving sufficient ground for either its acceptance or rejec- 
tion as Pauline. Difficulties on both sides are presented of such a 
nature that their solution is not possible apart from an investigation 
of its problems in connection with Ephesians. The query which 
these two letters present to the author is as follows : Do the undeni- 
able peculiarities of vocabulary and style and doctrinal expression, 
together with the especial closeness of relationship in these points 
between Ephesians and Colossians, explain themselves more readily 
under the supposition of a Pauline authorship or of an origin from 
another hand ? Whichever way the answer may lie, it is beyond doubt 
that both letters have come from the same personality, the possibility 
of any such interdependence as Holtzmann has so ingeniously worked 
out being laid completely aside. 

The author gives his decision in favor of a Pauline origin for these 
two writings, but only provided they were written in Csesarea and not 
in Rome. It seems to be impossible that in the activity and distrac- 
tion of his Roman imprisonment Paul could ever have come to such 
profound thoughts as these epistles give. Philippians is more likely 
the sort of a letter he could have written there. In Csesarea, however, 
he had no such activity and little, if any, distraction. His mission 
service was over, and the deeper truths of the gospel, which he had had 
to put aside for the necessary practical questions of his mission work, 
he had now leisure to think upon and work out, and such a process 
was most likely to lead up to just such sweeping epistles as we have 
before us here. In this way, according to the author, is to be 
explained the large presence in these letters of the universal evangelic 
truths ; in fact, in this is the explanation of the fact of the encyclical 
character given to the Ephesian letter. Paul was writing in a — if one 
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may so express it — meditative time, a time of a universalizing of his 
gospel thought ; the letter, consequently, had to swing out in its circle 
of readers, as well as in its thought and its constructive form. Colos- 
sians was local in its purpose simply because of the local troubles 
which called it forth and so constrained it. 

Haupt keeps thus to Meyer's view, but with a new line of reason- 
ing. It is interesting. It will command attention. It will throw 
upon the letters new light, and bring them into a freshness of contact 
with the personality of Paul ; but we question whether all that is so 
suggestively said about the surrounding circumstances of their compo- 
sition is exclusively applicable to Csesarea. When it is asserted that, if 
they were written at Rome, they must be rejected as Pauline, there 
seems to be a greater burden laid upon the theory than it has any 
need to carry. If it is a simple question of leisure and meditative 
broadening out of thought, it is claiming much to say that the Roman 
prison house and the near approach of the decisive appearance before 
Nero's court furnished no conditions that could have made these letters 
possible. In fact, if they are to be placed between Romans and Phil- 
ippians, as Haupt places them, they seem to be a strange breaking in 
upon the apostle's progress of thought ; if they are to be placed after 
Philippians, as a Roman origin might easily place them, they are to 
all appearances the natural climax of his thinking. 

The exegesis is worked out with careful and patient detail: It is 
an exegesis that is reliable and is quite sure to make the epistles 
better understood. In such christological passages as Col. i : 15-20 
and Phil. 2 : 6-8 it is very largely satisfactory, especially so in the 
Philippian passage, where the treatment of the specific terms \>.op^n\ ®eou, 
apimyiiLos, iou ®«<o, is clear as well as grammatically correct. In such a 
personal passage as Eph. 3:1-13 it is distinctly enlightening, as anyone 
can see who will read the exposition of the puzzling tenth verse and 
the handling of the parenthesis, vss. 2-13. The factional preachers 
of Phil. 1:12-17 seem hardly to be understood — as they are not 
likely to be, unless one understands the situation in the Roman church 
as given in the epistle. But there is little need for criticism. No 
one can doubt that there has been given us in this commentary, apart 
from the contention of a Csesarean origin, as trustworthy and as stim- 
ulating a treatment of these theologically deep and practically heart- 
reaching letters of Paul as we are likely to have in a long while. 

M. W. Jacobus. 
Hartford Theological Seminary. 



